The purpose of the study is to analyze negative affectivity and conflict styles as potential causes of workplace victimization. A sample survey of 100 respondents was conducted in the public sector in Indonesia. Multiple regression analysis was used in the study to test the hypothesis. Results suggested that there was a significant relationship between negative affectivity and perceived victimization. Furthermore, we found that conflict styles were related to perceived victimization. Obliging style and integrating style had a negative relationship with perceived victimization. Meanwhile, the dominating style was positively related to perceived victimization. This study investigated empirically workplace victimization in the public sector from the victims' perspective. Caution should be exercised in generalizing the results. Future studies can investigate both victims' and perpetrator's perspectives in the analysis of workplace victimization. Also, future research should pay attention to the extent to which certain types of leaders, organizational factors and person behaviors influence victimization. An understanding of individual determinants will help an organization to prevent victimization in the environment. Also, the organization should have a certain mechanism to protect employees from workplace victimization. To the extent of the author's knowledge, this research is one of the few studies that has been made from the victim's perspective of workplace victimization in the public sector in Indonesia.
Introduction
Deviance behaviors in the workplace have gained increasing attention in the scholarly, such as antisocial behaviors (Giacalone and Greenberg, 1997) , aggressive actions, interpersonal conflict, and sabotage in the workplace (Fox et al., 2001) . The negative behaviors may bring severe consequences for organizations and employees by influencing organization functions or threating employees, which in turn decreasing their performance.
Many studies have primarily focused on perpetrators and their behaviors that are intended to harm others (Baumeister et al., 1996; Felson, 1992; Glomb, 2002; Hepworth and Towler, 2004) . In contrast, based on the victimology approach, it is important to take factors other than perpetrators into consideration to get full understanding about workplace victimization. Aquino (1999) defined victimization as the individual's self-perception of having been exposed, either momentarily or repeatedly, to aggressive actions emanating from one or more other persons. Based on the Victim Precipitation Theory, some people have a high risk of being victims by conflicting with potential perpetrators (Tepper et al., 2006) . In this case, individuals' characteristics can contribute to their victimization. One of the characteristics is negative affectivity.
Negative affectivity reflects dispositional tendency to experience high level of distressing emotions, like anger, hostility, sadness and fear (Tepper et al., 2006) . People with high Negative Affectivity tend to be victims by showing weaknesses to protect themselves from aggressive acts (Aquino, 1999) . People with high-negative affectivity may become targets of victimization because of some reasons: (1) interpret a large proportion of their interaction with others as identity threats, (2) respond to these threats with hostility or aggression, and (3) provoke others to respond them in adverse ways (Burke et al., 1993) .
Victimization may also be related to conflict style. Conflict occurs when an individual perceives his/her interest as being obstructed or negatively affected by another party. Conflict is generally defined as a disagreement concerning investment or ideas. As human being interacts in organizations, differing values and situations create tension. Conflict is thereby viewed as a situation in which two or more individuals operating within a unit appear to be incompatible (Lee, 2008) . According to Aquino, K. (2000) , the behaviors associated with the conflict style parallel those that have been shown to distinguish victims from non-victims. Employees who rely on styles more than others may unwittingly present themselves as potential targets of aggressive action.
This study applies a victimology approach by examining the relationship between negative affectivity and conflict styles (integrating, obliging and dominating). By anticipating the causes of victimization, the organization may prevent the conditions that lead to victimization, and employees may manage themselves to avoid being the targets of victimization as well. Aquino (1999) defined victimization as an individual's perception of having been exposed, either momentarily or repeatedly, to the aggressive acts of one or more other persons. In other words, Hauge et al., (2007) labeled "workplace bullying", that bullying is not about the individual, isolated aggressive actions, but rather about behavior that is repeated and persistently directed at one or more individuals by an individual or by a group. Victimization can take in various forms, such as public humiliation, constant criticism of work, and reduction of the formal status of an employee (Wornham, 2003) . In addition, Wornham (2003) identified six forms of bullying: organizational (related to the performance of an employee); social isolation, reference to the individual's private "sphere"; verbal aggression; physical aggression; and the use of rumor-spreading.
Related literature and hypothesis development
A victim, in the most general sense is anyone who experiences injury, loss, or misfortune as a result of some events or series of events (Aquino and Lamertz, 2004) . Based on the victim precipitation model, victim types may contribute to some degree of victimization. To be considered a target of bullying, exposed individuals must find it difficult to defend themselves in the ongoing situation (Hauge et al., 2007) . In addition, some people become targets of aggressive actions because they behave passively; others are chosen because they exhibit threatening, aggressive, or irritating behaviors (Aquino, 2000) . Thus, a certain type of individual, either submissive or aggressive type, may become more frequent targets of victimization.
According to victim precipitation theory, some individuals could get a higher risk of being victims by provoking the hostility of potential perpetrators. In this situation, an individual may consciously or unconsciously produce certain acts, thus he or she may have been placed at risk of being victimized. This is related to Negative Affectivity. Negative Affectivity reflects a higher-order personality variable describing the extent to which an individual experiences, either in terms of frequency or intensity, high levels of distressing emotions such as anger, hostility, fear, and anxiety (Watson and Clark, 1984) . Tepper et al. (2006) identified two reasons why people with high negative affectivity tend to be the targets of perpetrators: (1) high negative affectivity persons present themselves as anxious, distressed, and dissatisfied, thus the perpetrators may see them as potential targets of aggressive actions;
(2) because high negative affectivity persons frequently experience emotional distress, they may be more likely to violate rules of social interaction and have performance problems, which results in behaviors that others may perceive as annoying and disrespectful.
The characteristics of high negative affectivity provide a plausible link between negative affectivity and victimization. According to Burke et al. (1993) , people with high negative affectivity tend to be potential victims because they: (1) interpret most of their interaction with other people as identity threats; (2) respond to these threats with hostility or aggression, and (3) provoke others to respond them in adverse ways. Based on the literature described above, we test the following hypothesis:
H1: Negative affectivity is positively related to perceived victimization. Burke et al. (1993) defined conflict as an interactive process manifested in incompatibility, disagreement, or dissonance within or between social entities (i.e., individual, group, organization, etc.). Calling conflict an interactive process does not preclude the possibilities of intraindividual conflict, for it is known that a person often interacts with himself. Obviously, one interacts with others. According to Burke et al., (1993) conflict occurs when: (1) A party is required to engage in an activity that is incongruent with his or her needs or interests; (2) A party holds behavioral preferences, the satisfaction of which is incompatible with another person's implementation of his or her preferences; (3) A party wants some mutually desirable resource that is in short supply, such that the wants of everyone may not be satisfied fully; (4) A party possesses attitudes, values, skills, and goals that are salient in directing his or her behavior but are perceived to be exclusive of the attitudes, values, skills and goals held by other(s); (5) Two parties have partially exclusive behavioral preferences regarding their joint actions; (6)Two parties are interdependent in the performance of functions or activities.
Based on Rahim's Conflict Styles Model, there are five styles of handling conflict: (1) Integrating (great concern for self and others) is associated with problem-solving. The use of this style involves openness, exchanging information, looking for alternatives, and examination of differences to reach an effective solution acceptable to both parties; (2) Obliging (low concern for self and high concern for others) is associated with attempting to play down the differences and emphasizing commonalities to satisfy the concern of the other party; (3) Dominating (high concern for self and low concern for others) has been identified with win-lose orientation or with forcing behavior to win one's position; (4) Avoiding (low concern for self and others) has been associated with withdrawal, buckpassing, or sidestepping situations; (5) Compromising (intermediate in concern for self and others) involves give-and-take whereby both parties give up something to make a mutually acceptable decision According to Aquino, (2000) , one prediction that can be derived from the conflict styles model is that an employee who routinely gives in to others' demands, or who tries to avoid conflict, may present him or herself as a submissive victim; that is someone who is perceived as weak, unassertive, and socially withdrawn. Furthermore, Aquino, K., (2000) stated that researchers have also identified a subset of victims who are highly aggressive and therefore elicit aggressive responses from others. In other words, because of their aggressive and provocative behaviors, they become vulnerable targets of victimization. Thus, we propose the hypotheses as followed:
H2: Obliging style is positively related to perceived victimization H3: Dominating style is positively associated with perceived victimization
Drawing from the conflict styles model, it could be assumed that employees who exhibit integrating style may become the least likely target of victimization. They will not become the targets because they show their flexibility and concern for others' interests. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H4: Integrating style is negatively related to perceived victimization

Method
One hundred employees (57 men and 43 women) of a municipal government in Indonesia voluntarily completed the survey. All participants were guaranteed confidentiality. The average age was 38 years; their tenure ranged from 3 years to 45 years, and 55% of participants were undergraduate degrees.
Negative affectivity reflected negative feelings experienced by an individual (such as fear, anger, and anxiety). To measure negative affectivity, ten items subscale (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree) from Watson et al. (1988) was used. The coefficient alpha was .90.
Conflict style indicated the various style of behavior by which interpersonal conflict may be handled. Participants completed items from Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-IIII (ROCI-II) to assess conflict style (1=never to 5=always). The ROCI-II was designed to measure several dimensions of handling conflict, including integrating, obliging, and dominating. The coefficient alpha for Integrating was .876; Obliging was .804, and Dominating was 0.724.
Fourteen items from Aquino's (1999) scale were operationalized. Respondents answered on a five-point Likert Scale (1=never to 5=Always). The questions asked respondents about their personal experiences of aggressive behaviors from co-workers. The coefficient alpha was .886.
Results and Discussion
Correlation among variables is presented in Table 1 . Negative affectivity is positively correlated with victimization (r = .620, p < .01); integrating Style is negatively correlated with victimization (r = -.289, p < .01); obliging Style is negatively correlated with victimization (r = -.228, p < .05) and dominating Style is positively related to victimization (r = .233, p < .05). .000 .004 .022 .020 N 100 100 100 100 100 Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) Table 2 presents the regression results using multiple regression analysis, regressing victimization on negative affectivity and conflict styles, which consist of integrating style, obliging style, and dominating style. Our results suggest a positive relationship between negative affectivity and perceived victimization (β = .360, p < .05), supporting hypothesis 1. In the relationship of conflict style to perceived victimization, the obliging style has a negative effect on perceived victimization (β = -.076, p < .10). Thus, this finding contrast with hypothesis 2. The regression analysis also shows a positive association between dominating style and perceived victimization (β = .102, p < .05), in line with hypothesis 3. Furthermore, there is negative relationship between integrating style and perceived victimization (β = -.110, p < 0.10). Thus, hypothesis 4 was supported. This study aims to examine the effects of negative affectivity and conflict styles on workplace victimization. Based on the results, we found that negative affectivity was positively related to perceived victimization. It means that employees with higher negative affectivity are more vulnerable to be the targets of victimization. They tend to put themselves as victims of aggressive actions by coworkers. High negative affectivity persons face emotional problems that affect their interaction with other people and place them to be potential targets of victimization. This result is consistent with a victim precipitation model and the findings of Aquino (1999) .
We also found that obliging style in handling conflict had a negative effect on perceived victimization. When an individual exhibits an obliging style in handling conflict, he/she tends to avoid conflict. It may present him or herself as a submissive victim; that is, someone who perceived as weak, unassertive, and socially withdrawn (Aquino, 2000) . In such a situation, individuals may become a target of victimization.
This study revealed a positive association between the dominating style and perceived victimization. The more an individual show is dominating style when conflicts with others, he/she will become a more vulnerable target of aggressive acts. It is believed that dominating is ineffective and can lead to a conflict of social interaction (Lee, 2008) . In line with hypothesis 4, we detected that integrating style had a negative effect on perceived victimization. This finding underlined Aquino's study (2000) that found a significant relationship between integrating and perceived direct victimization.
Conclusion
This study has several important practical implications. An understanding of negative affectivity and conflict styles can contribute to the organization to prevent victimization in the environment. Managers in all levels should encourage some efforts in their workplace, such as developing emotional quotient and spiritual quotient programs for employees in order to minimize negative affectivity. In addition, leadership training for all managers is needed, especially to identify and avoid victimization situations among their staff. Also, it is important for the organization to have a certain mechanism to protect employees who might be a potential target of aggressive acts.
As in the case with most empirical research, this study has several limitations to be noted. First, because our study was conducted in the public sector, the generalizability of our results may also be limited. It will be interesting to investigate victimization across a variety of workplaces, so we can compare the results. Second, the use of self-report data reflected that data collecting was based on respondents' interpretation. It may increase the risk that respondents might interpret the questions in different ways. Future studies can take the use of more objective data or other source data into account. Third, this study did not analyze victimization from the perpetrator's perspective. Thus, the source of aggressive acts cannot be identified, whether coming from peers or supervisors. It would be useful to pay attention to both victims' and perpetrator's perspectives in the analysis. Finally, our study examined a specific form of victimization that was focused on individual determinants (negative affectivity and self-determination) and hierarchical status, we should note that it might not be generalized to other forms of victimization, such as abusive supervision (Harvey et al., 2007; Tepper et al., 2006) , workplace aggression (Hepworth and Towler, 2004) , and employee aggression (Greenber and Barling, 1999) . Future research is encouraged to investigate the extent to which certain types of leaders, organizational factors, and person behaviors influence victimization.
